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00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:00:12

First of all, adjust your motivation by thinking that you're here on this occasion to receive the most profound 
Mahayana teachings in order to reach enlightenment for the sake of all mother sentient beings. With this thought 
please adjust your motivation for listening according to the instructions of all the great gurus of this tradition.

00:00:12 {TIBETAN} 00:01:59

We are looking at the handout that is "the presentation of afflictions in the system." In the third paragraph, it says 

"In both the Commentary to Entering the Middle Way and the Commentary to the Four Hundred Stanzas 
it is explained to be afflicted ignorance and that this ignorance is abandoned by Hearer and Solitary 
Realiser Arhats."

Here Lama Tsongkhapa is giving quotations from authoritative texts. There are two texts. Both of them are 
commentaries. One is commentary to Entering the Middle Way, and the other one is commentary to The 400 
Stanzas. They are both written by master Chandrakirti. Providing that scriptural authority, it says, if you look at 
both of these texts "it is explained to be afflicted ignorance." The "it" there is self-grasping, and in particular he 
wants to make the point that grasping at the self of phenomena is also afflicted ignorance. Not just grasping at the
self of the person - because the other schools do not posit grasping at the self of phenomena as being afflicted 
ignorance. He says, if you look at those commentaries it is clear that "it" is afflicted ignorance, and that this 
ignorance must be abandoned by hearers and solitary realiser arhats.

00:01:59 {TIBETAN} 00:05:40

In legs bshad snying po Lama Tsongkhapa brings the actual passages from the Commentary to Entering the 
Middle Way, from the actual Entering the Middle Way, and from the Commentary to the 400 stanzas. He gives the
actual passages, whereas here, he's just saying that if you look at these commentaries you will find that. And in 
that it is mentioned that this type of ignorance is the ignorance with respect to the ultimate nature. It makes a 
mistake in terms of the identity or the nature, and it is superimposing that which is not, meaning that which is not 
established from its own side. It's superimposes it as being established from its own side, and this is the type of 
the ignorance of self-grasping that we are talking about. This is the ignorance of self-grasping that is included as 
the first of the 12 links.

00:05:40 {TIBETAN} 00:08:26

In the Commentary to Entering the Middle Way there is an explanation of a very crucial line that we have in the 
root text, which is the Entering the Middle Way. In the root text, Entering the Middle Way, it says this confusion 
is the factor that is obscuring the mind in terms of the nature, the actual nature of things. Now the commentary 
comes to explain this line, and in explaining this line actually gives an etymology of the term "conventional 
truth." The term, "conventional truth" can be broken down and analysed and explained in different ways, but the 
particular explanation that it gives here, is it takes "conventional" to refer to the mind. And "truth" is that which 
exists in reality. But, it says, for a conventional mind, because that conventional mind is actually obscured by that
ignorance of grasping, it takes the object to exist the way it appears to it. And the way that it appears to it, through
this veil of obscuration, is that it exists from its own side--from its own nature. So, for that mind it is true, but in 
reality, the object does not exist this way. So when, for example, a vase appears to that conventional mind, the 
vase appears to be established from its own nature, and for that conventional mind, because it is obscured, it 
thinks 'that is the truth, that is how it appears because this is how it exists. And this is true for me.' So it is true for
the conventional mind, but in reality, the vase does not exist in this way. So, it is only true for that conventional 
mind.
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00:08:26 {TIBETAN} 00:11:54

Then it says to look at the Commentary to the 400 Stanzas. The commentary, obviously, is going to comment on 
the root text, which is the 400 Stanzas. We're looking for a verse in the 400 Stanzas that says "the root of 
existence is awareness that is grasping"--grasping at true existence and grasping at the self. So when it says "the 
root of existence," existence, here, is cyclic existence. So "the root of existence" is awareness grasping at the true 
or at the self. And in that way objects are established. This is how it perceives any external or internal object. 
External and internal objects are established in this way. If you realise how they really exist, meaning if you 
realise how these objects are actually lacking true existence or lacking the self that you are grasping at, the root of
cyclic existence will be destroyed/stopped.

00:11:54 {TIBETAN} 00:15:13

We come to the commentary to that verse of the 400 Stanzas. Again, the commentary is composed by the same 
author, Master Chandrakirti. He's picking up on the word "awareness", because in the first line of the root text it 
says “the root of existences is awareness of grasping.” It is picking up on this word, and he says, this awareness is
true grasping that is superimposing that phenomena are established from their own side, whereas in reality, they 
are not. This type of confusion, which is ignorance, induces attachment. So, in the commentary he only mentions 
the word "attachment," but we understand that if you have this type of confused ignorance, this will invite not 
just attachment but any other type of affliction. And then in continues by saying "due to attachment and hatred 
you create the seed for samsara." Due to that you are going to amass karma that becomes the cause that makes 
you enter into samsara. Finally, he says, “the seed of existence.” The seed of existence, here, is the root of cyclic 
existence. So it's referring to that self-grasping. When that seed of existence is thoroughly stopped then existence 
itself will stop.

00:15:13 {TIBETAN} 00:17:24

In both of those commentaries, Commentary to the Middle Way and Commentary to the 400 Stanzas, it mentions 
that self-grasping is this afflicted ignorance. And if you destroy this afflicted ignorance you will destroy the root 
of samsara. The sentence continues by saying this 

"is explained to be afflicted ignorance, and that this ignorance is abandoned by hearers and solitary 
realiser arhats."

If they are arhats they are foe-destroyers. Foe-destroyers means they are destroying the enemy, and the enemy is 
affliction. And because this ignorance is afflicted, arhats have to destroy it. In other words, they have to abandon 
it. This is why it is abandoned by hearers and solitary realiser arhats. Then it continues by saying 

"The Commentary to the Four Hundred Stanzas explains that it is abandoned by bodhisattvas who have 
attained acceptance that dharmas are unproduced."

00:17:24 {TIBETAN} 00:21:26

Let's see what this refers to. "Dharmas are unproduced." This actually refers to the sphere of emptiness. It refers 
to reality because from the beginning dharmas or phenomena are not produced with the stain of inherent 
existence. This is one part of this expression. And then it says they "have attained acceptance" of that. 
"Acceptance," here, is the same word as "patience." In terms of patience, patience with regard to that particular 
understanding, you can have the small patience, the middle patience and the great patience. The small patience is 
the patience that you obtain on the path of preparation. Remember the path of preparation has (1) heat, (2) peak, 
(3) patience, (4) supreme mundane dharma. When you reach that level of patience of the path of preparation you 
obtain the small patience. It is patience in the sense that you are not afraid of looking at emptiness. You're not 
afraid realising emptiness. So it is that forbearance/acceptance in that sense. Then you have the middling 
patience, and you obtain this on the path of seeing. Again, it's fearlessness in terms of directly seeing emptiness. 
And then you have the great patience, that you obtain on the eighth ground. At this point, all afflictions are 
abandoned, and there is a line in the Entering the Middle Way where he says in those eighth level bodhisattvas all 
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stains have been completely pacified. So it's referring to all of these afflictions have been totally pacified on the 
eighth ground.

00:21:26 {TIBETAN} 00:25:25

Then in continues by saying "therefore." He is drawing a conclusion from all that reasoning that he has already 
presented. "This afflicted ignorance." He has already established that self-grasping is afflicted ignorance. This 
afflicted ignorance is a state that is not compatible with the knowledge of thusness of selflessness. When we use 
this term, "incompatible," not compatible, you can be incompatible with something in different ways. You can be 
incompatible because you are opposite, like a direct opposite; you can be incompatible because if one exists the 
other exists, if that exists you are not going to be there; or you can be incompatible with something because you 
are other, you are different from that thing. Those three types of incompatible, we understand that incompatible 
here is the first one, meaning they are opposite. And what is directly opposite is the mode of grasping. So the 
mode of apprehension of that ignorance is the directly opposite, and therefore incompatible, with that wisdom 
that realises selflessness.

00:25:25 {TIBETAN} 00:27:05

It says "also, it is the opposite and incompatible state of the knowledge of the mere lack of that that is merely not 
taking something other than that." So it is referring to and excluding the two other types of incompatible. "It 
exaggerates/superimposes the person and phenomena as inherently existing." 

"Accordingly, we posit the superimposition of the self of phenomena as afflicted ignorance, and we posit 
the two types of grasping of 'I' and 'mine' to be established from their own characteristics as the view of 
the perishable." 

He establishes here that both types of self-grasping--grasping at the self of the person and more importantly 
grasping at the self of phenomena, are afflicted ignorance. This is important because the Middle Way Autonomy 
school posits grasping at the self of phenomena as being knowledge obscuration, not afflicted of obscuration, but 
here he is positing both as being afflicted. And it's not just the Middle Way Autonomy school that posits grasping 
at the self of phenomena as being knowledge obscuration, but all other schools below them and also the previous 
Tibetan scholars, including Sakya, Nyingma, and so forth. They all have the same presentation in terms of 
grasping at the self of phenomena.

00:27:05 {TIBETAN} 00:29:55

They all consider them to be knowledge obscurations. 

00:29:55 {TIBETAN} 00:30:43

You can see the way that Lama Tsongkhapa establishes this point, which is an important point of difference from 
the previous Tibetan scholars and from every other school, he quoting from the Commentary to Entering the 
Middle Way, quoting from the Commentary of the 400 Stanzas, and saying if you look at those texts, which are 
important commentaries, and you accept these commentaries, it's very clearly stated that grasping at the self of 
phenomena also is afflicted ignorance. And when we talk about the ignorance that is the beginning of the 12 
links, actually it's this type of grasping, grasping at the self of the person and the self of phenomena. And these 
things, they are both afflicted obscurations. And we know that unless you abandon those things, unless you stop 
those things, you will never put an end to the remaining links or to the whole existence. So he's really making a 
point of difference, here. An important point.

00:30:43 {TIBETAN} 00:32:14

Now you understand how important this point is, this is why, Geshe la says, we have this discussion from legs 
bshad snying po by Je Tsongkhapa, and this is why we bring in all these handouts and we read from them, 
because they highlight important points. The next paragraph, almost every paragraph, here, is highlighting a 
unique position of the Middle Way Consequence school. It says, 
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"Accordingly, (1) we posit the superimposition of the self of phenomena as afflicted ignorance and (2) we
posit the two [types] of grasping of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ to be established from their own characteristics as the 
view of the perishable. These are not in accordance with the Abhidharma."

When it says "these are not in accordance with the Abhidharma," it means our position is different, our position is
unique. We are the ones who say that grasping of the self or phenomena is afflicted ignorance. Abhidharma 
doesn't say that. Other schools do not say that. And we are the ones who say that grasping at I and mine, 
established from their own characteristics, is the view of the perishable. We are the ones who say that, because 
other schools do not posit this as an affliction, they do not posit this as the view of the perishable. In order to 
posit the view of the perishable, they say that you have to grasp at the self that is self-sufficient and substantially 
existent. We are the only ones who say you have view of the perishable if you grasp at 'I' and 'mine' established 
from their own characteristics. So this is why he concludes, these are not in accordance with the Abhidharma.

00:32:14 {TIBETAN} 00:36:10

Once again, we have to make this two-fold division, now in terms of the view of the perishable. We have the 
subtle view of the perishable, which is focusing on 'I' and 'mine' included within my own continuum, and 
thinking that they are established from their own characteristics, and if I have this, I have the subtle view of the 
perishable. But if I am focusing on 'I' and 'mine' included within my own continuum, and grasp at them to be self-
sufficient and substantially existent, this is classified as the gross view of the perishable. Again, the gross view of 
the perishable is not really the view of the perishable. But it is terminologically, again, classified or called that 
because the Buddha on a certain occasion, according to the level of the audience of the disciples, taught them that
this is the view of the perishable. Why? Because they could not really comprehend the subtle one. They were not 
ready to understand the real view of the perishable.

00:36:10 {TIBETAN} 00:37:48

The next paragraph 

"Through the system of Abhidharma, as it is explained in the ninth point of the Commentary to 
Abhidharmakosha, (1) grasping at the person to be self-sufficient and substantially existing is posited as 
the view of the perishable grasping at ‘I’ and (2) grasping what is ‘mine’ as things that are controlled by a
substantially existing person is posited as the view of the perishable grasping at ‘mine.’ Since they are 
posited in this way, there is a great difference."

00:37:48 {TIBETAN} 00:39:12

You can see, here, that it says according to the system of the Abhidharma, it says "as it is explained in the ninth 
points of the Commentary to Abhidharmakosha". We have the root text, which is the Abhidharmakosha by 
Master Vasubhandu, and then we have a commentary. Again, the commentary is an auto-commentary composed, 
by the same author. These days this auto-commentary seems to be non-existent. We cannot find that text. 
However we have references in other texts to this, so we know that in the auto-commentary there is a presentation
of nine points, and each point actually settles or clarify something. The last point, the ninth point is the point that 
clarifies the issue of selflessness. There, in that ninth point, the last point, it is giving this presentation of the view
of the perishable.

00:39:12 {TIBETAN} 00:40:27

And the root only has eight points. The commentary has nine.

Student: Why is there an extra one?

Geshe: [inaudible] selflessness.

Because the ninth is the one that clarifies selflessness.

00:40:49 {TIBETAN} 00:42:48
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We see, here, in that presentation of the view of the perishable, it is broken down into two. We have the view of 
the perishable grasping at 'I,' and then we have view of the perishable grasping at 'mine.' In terms of the view of 
the perishable grasping at 'I,' according to the Abhidharma it is defined as grasping at the person to be self-
sufficient and substantially existing. That's not too difficult. So you're focusing on the 'I' that is included within 
your own continuum and you say that that person or the self of that person is self-sufficient and substantially 
existent, and as long as I have that view I have the view of the perishable grasping at 'I.' What is really different is
the view of the perishable grasping at 'mine' because, here, 'mine' is considered to be something which is outside 
of my continuum. So I have my aggregates and my aggregates are substantially existent, and then I have the 
imputedly existent objects that are other objects that my aggregates are utilising. The aggregates are controlling 
those things, using those things. So when I consider those other things to be substantially existing, then I have the
view of the perishable grasping at 'mine.' They are controlled by substantially existing aggregates, substantially 
existing self, and I'm using those things, and when I have that view I have the view of the perishable grasping at 
‘mine.’ Since they are posited in this way, there is a great difference. That's quite different from what how we 
describe the view of the perishable of 'mine.'

00:42:48 {TIBETAN} 00:48:03

We come, here, to look again at this expression, "the self-sufficient and substantially existent." What does it 
really mean? What does it really refer to? And we see in the legs bshad snying po, Lama Tsongkhapa makes this 
comment where it says we make this distinction between the self and the aggregates, and we look at the self as 
being, let's say, the master or the lord or the one who controls, and then we look at the aggregates as being the 
servants or as being the ones that are controlled or the ones that are used, and so forth. This is a type of grasping 
that is innate grasping, and we all have it. But merely by having this innate type of grasping, it doesn't mean that 
we have wrong awareness. When does it become wrong awareness? It becomes wrong awareness when it begins 
appearing to you that this self does not rely on the aggregates. It appears in this way to you, and then you start 
grasping it as existing in this way. Now that becomes wrong awareness. And this is the idea of the self-sufficient. 
Self-sufficient means it does not have to rely upon the aggregates, it is self-sufficient, it stands on its own. And 
then if we look at that phrase, "it is self-sufficient and substantially existent," The self-sufficient explains the 
meaning of ‘substantially existing.’ Substantially existing is something that in order to comprehend it you do not 
have to rely upon something else. Therefore it is substantially existing, because in order to comprehend it you are
self-sufficient, you do not depend upon something else. We have other type of entities that are called the imputed 
entities. Imputed entities are entities that in order to comprehend them, in order for this thing to appear in your 
mind, you have to rely upon something else. So you see that, and then you understand this is imputed upon that 
or this is how it exists. This is an imputed entity. But the substantially existent entity, in order to comprehend it, 
you don't have to go through this process. Why? Because it is self-sufficient. It's self-sufficiently substantially 
existent.

00:48:03 {TIBETAN} 00:52:44

When you come to understand that the person is empty of being self-sufficient and substantially existent, 
basically what you have to understand is that the person is an imputed entity. It's not substantially existent. It's 
something that is imputed. It is imputed upon the aggregates. And actually they will use the term "merely 
imputed" upon the aggregates. Now there are various degrees of interpretation of the word "merely." For the 
Middle Way Consequence School, the merely, there, completely negates that the self or the person is established 
from its own side. So we say it's "merely imputed upon the aggregates," meaning it's not established from it's own
side. But for the other schools, they don't posit it in this way. They don't talk about not being established from its 
own side. Why? Because they believe that it is established from its own side. So obviously, when they use the 
term "merely," it must have a different meaning from them.

00:52:44 {TIBETAN} 00:53:54

So what are they negating there? They are negating different things. Non-Buddhists believe that there is a self 
that is totally, totally unrelated to the aggregates. So they say when you have that realisation that is merely 
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imputed upon the aggregates, it means you understand that it is not unrelated. So they are negating the position of
the non-Buddhists. But also it has another meaning, to cover the position of the Middle Way Autonomy school 
and below. So the merely, there, means you're negating the fact that it's not the case that it does not rely upon its 
parts, and the parts, there, is the aggregates. So from the three levels of dependent origination, it's in reference to 
the middle level of dependent origination. 

00:53:54 {TIBETAN} 00:59:04

It's a very interesting point in a paragraph that talks about the Commentary to Abhidharmakosha, where it 
explains how we posit the two views of the perishable. Especially the second one that has to do with grasping 
what is mine. So let's read that again 

"grasping what is ‘mine’ as things that are controlled by a substantially existing person is posited as the 
view of the perishable grasping at ‘mine.’"

So what do we have here? We have substantially existing person on one hand, and that substantially existing 
person is going to use or is going to control various other objects. Now, basically, if you have the person, what is 
it controlling? What is it utilising? It is utilising what is ‘mine.’ And the prime thing that will utilise or control is 
‘my aggregates.’ Let's say, the form aggregates or consciousness aggregates and so forth. Now, if we look at the 
aggregate of consciousness, the mental consciousness for this particular school is posited as being something 
which is substantially existing. Mental consciousness itself is substantially existing. So it's not an imputed entity, 
it's a substantially existing entity. So if you wanted to negate or to overcome that view of the perishable, how 
would you do it? You cannot actually negate the substantial existence of the thing itself, of mental consciousness 
itself. Because mental consciousness is substantially existing for you, and therefore you could not negate that 
directly. So you go indirectly, and you say: this aggregate of mental consciousness is controlled by a person, and 
that person is perceived to be self-sufficient and substantially existing, as something which exists completely 
different from the aggregates. So I'm going to negate the self-sufficient in substantial existence of the person who
controls that aggregate, because directly I'm not going to negate the self-sufficiently existing aggregate. In Drub 
mtha’ Chen mo there is the comment that, what you are doing here is positng other-emptiness. Basically, you're 
using terminology of other-emptiness. Instead of establishing the emptiness of the thing itself, you say I cannot 
establish the emptiness of the aggregate, so I'm establishing the emptiness of the person who is controlling the 
aggregate. So the emptiness of that aggregate, whether it is mental consciousness or the aggregate of form, is not 
the aggregate lacking self-sufficient and substantially existing self. No, it is the aggregate not being controlled by 
a person who is self-sufficient and substantially existing. So you are negating that thing in relation to the person 
who is controlling the aggregate, not the aggregate itself. And this is why we say, well this amounts to other-
emptiness, not own-emptiness.

00:59:04 {TIBETAN} 01:04:01

To explain it in a slightly different, more simple and direct way, we have certain entities that are considered to be 
imputed entities: the person, the horse, the elephant. Those things are imputed entities. They are empty of being 
self-sufficient and substantially existent. They do not exist from their own side because they are imputed upon 
their aggregates and parts and so on and so forth. Now take mental consciousness in the continuum of that 
person. If you're trying to establish the emptiness of that mental consciousness, because you are positing that 
mental consciousness as being self-sufficient and substantially existent you cannot directly negate that in relation 
to that mental consciousness. So you go back to the person in whose continuum you find this mental 
consciousness, and you say, but the person is lacking self-sufficient and substantial existence. So you're not 
dealing with self-emptiness, you're dealing with emptiness of something else, the emptiness of the person.

01:04:01 {TIBETAN} 01:05:59

As we said before, we don't have a problem with the idea that the person is controlling the aggregates. We don't 
have a problem with that. And we have said that this is not a wrong awareness. However, the idea that a self-
sufficient and substantially existing person is enjoying or is controlling those aggregates, then definitely this we 
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consider to be wrong awareness. And this is the thing that we negate. We say, there is no such person self-
sufficient in substantially existing that is using the aggregates. As you can see with this paragraph, it concludes by
saying "Since they are posited in this way, there is a great difference." It is a great difference because of the way 
that the view of the perishable grasping at 'I' and the view of the perishable grasping at 'mine' as posited in the 
Abhidharma is very different from the way that the Middle Way Consequence school posits this. The Middle Way
Consequence school, in a sense has a very lean and simple presentation. It says, as long as you are focusing at 'I' 
and 'mine' included within your own continuum, and you consider those things to be established from their own 
characteristics, that's it, you have the view of the perishable. Whereas Abhidharma goes into this complicated 
presentation. The other thing, not just the view of the perishable is different, but also emptiness is different, 
because definitely in the Middle Way Consequence school emptiness is self-emptiness, whereas according to the 
Abhidharma, when you're talking about the emptiness that you will establish is other-emptiness.

01:05:59 {TIBETAN} 01:09:04

The next paragraph: 

"Though the grasping at the person to be self-sufficient and substantially existing indeed exists in those 
whose minds are not changed through philosophical views [tenets], the grasping of the person as different
from the aggregates [due to] having incompatible characteristics does not exist in those whose minds are 
not changed through philosophical views. Accordingly, there are two views grasping at extremes."

It's talking here about the grasping at the person to be self-sufficient and substantially existing. And it says, this 
type of grasping, an affliction, indeed exists in those whose minds are not changed through philosophical tenets. 
Actually that phrase indicates that it also exists in those whose minds are changed by tenets. So there is an 
imputed one, but it also exists in those whose minds are not changed by tenets. They haven't done any study but 
they have it. And that means that it exists on an innate level. So that type of grasping can be both imputed and 
innate. Here emphasises that you can find it also as innate. The imputed grasping is an object of abandonment of 
the path of seeing. But the innate grasping is grasping that you will start abandoning from the path of meditation, 
from the eighth ground and beyond. This is because first you have to abandon all the others before it. It's an 
object of abandonment from the eighth and above. It exists below the seventh, but from the eighth it becomes an 
object of abandonment, and it is abandoned. We have another quotation from Entering the Middle Way (dbu ma 
la 'jugs pa). It says, “viewing as supreme, and what that induces.” What that induces or what comes in relation or 
together with that is the grasping at the self-sufficient and substantially existing I. He's referring, here, to that 
innate self-grasping. He says, “it is completely severed at the fourth ground.” When it says "completely severed," 
completely cut off, it doesn't mean that all afflictions are cut off. It says at that level, that level, the fourth ground 
has the power to completely abandon its own share of abandonment.

01:09:04 {TIBETAN} 01:15:05

Actually, why are we bringing in this quotation? Because this quotation is indicating that this type of grasping is 
innate grasping, because it is talking about that which has become its own measure of abandonment of that 
grasping on the fourth ground. This particular quotation begins by "viewing as supreme" or the supreme viewing. 
This supreme viewing that comes at the beginning of the sentence refers to the subtle view of the perishable 
according to the Middle Way Consequence school. So it is grasping at 'I' and 'mine' to be established from its own
characteristics. So the first [thing] is the view of the perishable according to the Middle Way Consequence 
school, and what it generates in relation to it, what it induces, is the view of the self-sufficient and substantially 
existent. These two things become it's own measure of abandonment that will be totally cut off by the fourth 
ground. So the fourth ground has the power to completely clear away a portion of both of those things. And of 
course, we are interested in the innate right, the innate grasping at the self-sufficient and substantially existing. 
That's why we're bringing it in.

01:15:05 {TIBETAN} 01:18:28
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The particular quotation talks about the fourth ground and says that the fourth ground is dealing with whatever is 
its own measure of abandonment of that innate grasping of the self-sufficient and substantially existing. But we 
know that that thing exists all the way up to the end of the seventh. So we understand, in our mind, that the fifth 
ground also will deal with its own measure of abandonment and eradicate a portion of that innate self-grasping. 
The sixth ground will do the job again, for its own measure of abandonment. The seventh ground will do its own 
job in terms of its own measure of abandonment. And in this way, you will come to the end of the seventh 
ground, and you will have completely eliminated that innate self-grasping of the self as being self-sufficient and 
substantially existing. The quotation only talks about the fourth, but we understand it goes on until the end of the 
seventh.

01:18:28 {TIBETAN} 01:20:54

We have done the first part of this sentence, up to the first comma, and then it says 

"the grasping of the person as different from the aggregates [due to] having incompatible characteristics 
does not exist in those whose minds are not changed through philosophical views."

Here, we are talking about this particular grasping. It is the grasping of the person as being completely different 
from the aggregates. Why? Because they think that the person and the aggregates have different characteristics, 
they operate in a completely different way. This particular type of grasping, and he is actually referring to the 
Middle Way Autonomy school and below, that view, having that grasping, that type of grasping is not innate. It's 
something which is imputed, and this is intellectually acquired. And this is why it says "it does not exist in those 
whose minds are not changed through philosophical views." If you haven't developed any philosophical ideas, 
you will not have this as innate, therefore that thing is imputed.

01:20:54 {TIBETAN} 01:24:27

The second part of the sentence says that that particular grasping of the person different from the aggregates, due 
to having incompatible characteristics, can only be imputed. It's not innate. That is one presentation. There's 
another presentation that will actually say that it is both innate and imputed. But for the imputed, how do we 
explain this? It says that for you, when you are looking at the person, the person has to actually be something that
you find upon investigation. You say that you posit the person as being mental consciousness. You posit this 
through your tenet, and in that way, for you, the person becomes findable. So it says, it is through your tenet that 
this person is findable because otherwise you are talking about a person that has characteristics other than the 
aggregates, different characteristics from the aggregates. It says it can only be through philosophical view 
because you have decided: “I'm going to impute the person upon mental consciousness.”

01:24:27 {TIBETAN} 01:28:23

We have this expression, here, self that is different from the aggregates, due to having incompatible 
characteristics. Who has a presentation like this? It's actually non-Buddhists. Non-Buddhists have a presentation 
like this. They say that there is a self that is very different from the aggregates. It has the complete opposite 
characteristics from the aggregates. The aggregates, on one hand, are impermanent. They are produced by causes 
and conditions. There are many, they are plural, and so forth. But on the other hand, they say you have a self, and 
what is that self? That self is permanent, is autonomous, and it is single. So the non-Buddhists talk about a self 
that is so completely different, has such completely different characteristics from the aggregates. Now the Middle
Way Consequence school is debating with the Middle Way Autonomy school and the other schools. And it comes
to the point of saying basically, when you are talking about this self that is self-sufficient and substantially 
existing, what you are talking about is echoing the position of the non-Buddhists that posit a self that has 
completely different characteristics from the aggregates. This is what the Middle Way Consequence school says 
in debate, in criticism of the other schools, saying “you sound like a non-Buddhist.”

01:28:23 {TIBETAN} 01:30:33
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It says, if you're going down this way, and you have realisation of the emptiness of that thing, it is not going to 
help you at all to eliminate/overcome any affliction.

01:30:33 {TIBETAN} 01:30:50

Okay, we stop here for tonight.
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